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PUBLI C UTI LI TI ES COW SSI ON

April 3, 1998
BANGOR HYDRO ELECTRI C COVPANY ORDER

Request for Exenption from
Section 2(J) of Chapter 81

VELCH, Chairnman; NUGENT and HUNT, Conmni Ssi oners

Summary of Deci sion

On February 6, 1997, Bangor Hydro-Electric Conpany (BHE)
filed a request for exenption from Chapter 81, section 2(J) of
the Comm ssion’s rules. BHE filed the request pursuant to MPUC
Rul es Ch. 81, Section 14(A). BHE requests that the Conm ssion
exenpt it fromthe definition of due date in section 2(J) so that
it can identify the bill due date as 19 days fromthe postmark
date of the bill, rather than 25 days as provided for in section
2(J). W deny the requested exenption because BHE has failed to
denonstrate that the rule’'s definition of due date is unduly
burdensone, and because we are concerned that BHE s proposal
m ght |l ead to custonmer confusion.

Standards for Granti ng an Exenption under Section 14(A)

Section 14(A) of Chapter 81 provides, in relevant part,

The Comm ssion may grant a utility’s request to be exenpt
fromone or nore requirenents of this Chapter for all or a
portion of the utility's service territory upon finding that
conpliance woul d be unduly burdensone and that granting the
request woul d not underm ne the purposes of this Chapter.

The rule further requires that the request nust contain a

conpl ete explanation and justification for the exenption, the
suggested alternative procedure, if any, and an expl anation of
why the requested exenption would not underm ne the purposes of
Chapter 81. Wuwen a utility files a request for exenption, the
Comm ssi on determ nes whether and in what manner to solicit
comments on the request frominterested persons. Upon

consi deration of the request and any coments, the Comm ssion may
either grant, deny or grant with nodification the requested
exenpti on.
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BHE s Request for Exenption

BHE seeks to change the due date on its bills from 25 days
to 19 days fromthe postmark date of the bill because it believes
that custoners will pay their bills nore quickly as a result of
an earlier due date. Under Chapter 870, |ate paynent charges may

be i nposed when bills are overdue. A bill is overdue when it has
not been paid by the due date, which nust be no | ess than 25 days
after the postmark date of the bill. MPUC Rul es Ch. 870 § 1(Q)

Chapter 870 also requires that bills contain the date by which
paynment nust be nade to avoid | ate paynent charges. MPUC Rul es
Ch. 870 8 1(H). BHE proposes to assess late fees only if the
bill is not paid wthin 25 days of the postmark date. Thus,

under BHE s proposal there would be no consequence for failing to
pay within 19 days.

BHE hopes, however, that custoners will pay by the due date
rather than the date after which late fees may be inposed. BHE
al so states that due to its billing system custoners who do not
pay their bills until the due date often receive overl apping
bills. Customers have expressed sone concern with receiving a
new bill before the current bill is due. BHE hopes that changing
the due date will elimnate the problemof overlapping bills.

Di scussi on

BHE believes that its custoners wait until the 25th day to
pay their bills because of the rule’ s definition of due date.
Thus, if the due date is 19 days fromthe postmark date,
custoners will pay within 19 days, according to BHE. However, it
has not provided any evidence to support its claimthat
custoners’ bill paying behavior is driven by the due date of the
bill. It is certainly possible that custonmers' bill paying
behavior is notivated just as nuch by the desire to avoid |ate
paynment charges because on the current bill the due date is
linked to the assessnment of |ate paynent charges. BHE's
suggestion that changing the "due date" alone wll change
custoner paynent behavior is specul ative. Mreover, we are
concerned that if custoners did change their paynent behavior as
a result of a change in the due date, such change m ght result
solely from custoner confusion about when a |late fee is assessed.
Finally, we conclude that BHE coul d sinply change the wording on
its bills to encourage pronpter paynent without a change to the
due date. For exanple, BHE could nake any of the follow ng
statenents on its bills wthout the need for any exenption:

 Bills are payabl e upon receipt; |ate paynent charges wll
be assessed if paynent is not received by (25 days fromthe
postmark date of the bill).
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* Bills are due when received; |ate paynent charges wl|l
be assessed if paynent is not received by (25 days fromthe
postmark date of the bill).

. Please mail bill by (date earlier than due date); late
paynment charges will be assessed if paynent is not received
by (25 days fromthe postmark date of the bill).

*Due to the Conpany's billing system a custoner nay
receive overlapping bills even if the custoner does not
incur a |late paynent fee.

We neither require nor encourage BHE to add any of these (or
any simlar) statements to its custoners' bill. W nerely
observe that BHE has the opportunity, w thout an exenption from
Chapter 81, to encourage custoners to pay nore pronptly.

For all the above reasons we conclude that BHE has failed to
justify its request for an exenption.?

Accordi ngly, we

ORDER

That BHE s request for exenption is denied.

Dat ed at Augusta, Maine, this 3rd day of April, 1998.

BY ORDER OF THE COWM SSI ON

Dennis L. Keschl
Adm ni strative Director

COW SSI ONERS VOTI NG FOR: Wl ch
Nugent
Hunt

"We woul d consider, in the context of a rul emaking revising
Chapters 81 and 870, changing the 25 day due date. W anticipate
initiating such a rulemaking in the near term



